ABSTRACT. Although most of us understand and accept that we play different roles in different settings, the moral implications of an unquestioned role-based world are serious. The prevalence of roles at the expense of 'real' people in organizations jeopardizes our ability to exercise full moral agency and ascribe moral responsibility, because 'we were only fulfilling our role obligations'. This reasoning does not sustain ethical scrutiny, however, because individuals are always present behind the role, though they may lack awareness of their ability to choose and act as fully fledged individuals. The article argues that moral responsibility requires us to move away from a role-based life game which leads us to compartmentalize and forget who we are and what we value at a significant cost. On the contrary, an understanding of the process of compartmentalization and a greater awareness of the complex yet holistic nature of the self contribute to furthering moral integrity and responsibility.
Introduction
Jusqu'ici j'ai vu beaucoup de masques, quand verrai-je des visages d'hommes?
In his novel La Nouvelle Héloïse (1761/1999), JeanJacques Rousseau thus depicted the prevalence of masks over actual human faces, denouncing the wide-spread pretence in which many of his contemporaries complacently revelled. In a society where one could rise to the top as easily as one could fall into disgrace, strategy and deception seemed necessary -albeit if you belonged or cared to belong to the élite. A century earlier, Jean de La Bruyère had captured the ridicule of those characters (caractères) who try so hard to project what they are not, convinced that this is the key to achieving recognition, status and gaining favours (1688/1975) . Inasmuch as we mock these attempts, they remain a consistent pattern of behaviour which we often ourselves embrace, admittedly or not. Whether this is a morally wise choice is, however, questionable, both at a personal and social level. Indeed, how are we to hold a mask accountable for its actions? Equally, how can a society made up of masks and pretenders be held accountable for what it produces? Masks and pretenders, by definition, are not real. Yet accountability requires an actual presence, a constant reality upon which we can impose our moral judgement.
Today's workplaces are no different from the social reality pictured by La Bruyère or Rousseau. Actually, people at work are encouraged to embody certain values that suit the corporate credo, to wear the company's mask or uniform. Rarely do we see human faces, but all too often do we encounter 'salespeople', 'account managers' or 'bankers'. If anything, our mindsets have accepted that 'business is business' and leaves no place for something else. Management studies have contributed to reinforcing the belief that organizations are composed of 'managers' -as if managers were a species in their own right. The fact is, however, that managers are first and foremost people, individual human beings who happen to work as managers. Managers or any type of 'organizational actors' are not chameleons deprived of a unique identity and changing colours to suit the setting, the performance expectations or simply to get the job done. They are primarily individuals who possess a self, a soul, and an inherently complex psyche.
In a rather paradoxical twist, organizational studies have demonstrated a growing interest in anthropomorphising organizations and exploring the soul of corporations, whilst organizational members have been increasingly reduced to cogs in a complex structure or in a system with a life of its own. The moral implications of this shift are particularly significant, because people become absent from the moral equation, being replaced by 'roles' or 'masks' or 'uniforms'. Nowadays, corporations feel, think, act -and people are nowhere to be seen, except maybe at the end of the chain, where the dire consequences of an impersonal system are felt most acutely. But organizations would not exist if people hadn't created them in the first place and didn't work in them on a daily basis.
People who compose work organizations are complex, singular and individual. They are complex because their personality is not one-piece-made, but rather a collection of 'petits moi' (Aïssel, 2005) or small egos that interact with one another, sometimes contradicting one another (White, 1991) . They are also singular because of the unique integration and expression of these small egos to form a self that characterizes the person as an individual. The self represents not just our personality but identifies our whole beingness, our spirit (Layder, 2004) .
Our passions, our emotions, our rational calculations, our habits all influence our behaviour and bring to light our contradictions. For instance, when the 'material ego' is little concerned with our feelings but acts on automatisms, the 'reactive ego' thrives on emotions and excessive subjectivity, if not hardcore prejudices (Aïssel, 2005) . It is very likely that the material ego will entice us to act in a very different way than the reactive ego would, creating a conflict within ourselves. These conflicts are trivial when they deal with minor decisions of everyday life; they are more serious when they involve a decision of a moral nature. The moral issue is twofold: either the person voluntarily shuts down the various egos to allow only one to direct her/his behaviour or (s)he unconsciously identifies with one ego and assume it represents her/his whole being. In both cases, the person compartmentalizes. However, in the first instance, the person chooses to withdraw parts of her/himself and to let one aspect prevail, out of comfort or out of interest; whilst in the second case, the person is not aware that (s)he is fragmenting her/his personality, hence losing sight of who (s)he actually is.
Consequently, awareness of our natural tendency to fragment and to compartmentalize our personality is a necessary endeavour to foster good moral standards (Gotsis and Kortezi, 2008) . Acknowledgement of the inner moral tensions inherent to every individual is essential to rediscover the self and achieve a state of wholeness, as Carl Jung's individuation process clearly exemplifies (Jung, 1958 (Jung, /2002 . Denial of our contradictions and rejection of parts of our psychic experiences only drive us further away from our self, which actually represents our true identity. Therefore, identifying our sub-personalities, that is the small egos that pressurize and disturb our quest for the whole self, is the key to unleashing our potential (Ferrucci, 2004) . This is important not only to maintain psychological balance, but also to further ethical behaviour. Indeed, the compartmentalized person may, consciously or not, censor the moral values, aspirations, feelings and emotions that are deemed inappropriate and irrelevant to a certain context (e.g. the workplace), thereby creating a moral void by disengaging the moral responsibility of her/his self (i.e. who they really are).
The article first discusses the idea of roles and examines some ethical implications. It then turns to exploring the phenomenon of compartmentalization, its ethical relevance and its moral effects in context. Evidence of the pervasiveness of compartmentalization in various professions as well as in management receives close attention. The article then argues that wholeness and integrity of self are better warrant of sound ethical behaviour than compartmentalization. Using insights from the Jungian process of individuation, the article concludes that acknowledging the centrality of the self in our behaviour is necessary and essential to foster morally consistent and admirable behaviour.
Roles and self: whose moral responsibility?
The concept of compartmentalization is familiar to psychologists and social psychologists. To compartmentalize means to divide something into distinct and separate sub-sections. Psychological compartmentalization thus refers to the process through which we isolate and separate certain aspects of our
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